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Fancott; Prof. A. Hamalian; Dean S. French; Dr. 
P.E. Filion; Prof. G. Dewey. 


Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 

The Chairman advised that the first item on the Agenda would be dealt with 
in "Closed Session" and he asked those present who were not members of 


Senate, to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


The Chairman advised that the minutes of the Senate meeting of October 14, 
1983, were not completed in time for approval at this meeting and would be 
dealt with at a subsequent meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SMUCKER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
SEPTEMBER 23, 1983, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the fact that Library circulation was 
closed on Sundays during the first two months of the year, Senate was 
advised that that has in fact been the practice for the last seven years and that 
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there has been absolutely no changes this year with respect to the number of 
hours that the Library circulation was open. It was further explained that 
this practice, as with many other things, was basically the outcome of the 
budget situation, whereby the hours would have been cut back at one time 
or another and it was a matter of picking out periods when usage was less 
than what it was at other times during the year. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


There were no reports. 


Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


The Chairman drew Senate's attention to the recommendation from the 
Senate Library Committee that Prof. F. Chalk be appointed to the Library 
Committee as a special member for 1983/84, for reasons as set out in the 
memorandum dated October 17, 1983, (document US-83-11-D1). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BODE, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT PROF. F. CHALK BE APPOINTED AS A SPECIAL MEMBER 
TO THE SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, FOR 1983/84, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-11-D]). 


MOTION CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DOUGLASS, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEE ON 
ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT AND THE SENATE 
LIBRARYCOMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-83-11-D2), BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Senate Election Committee 


In presenting the nominations from the Steering Committee to the Senate 
Election Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised that the single function of this 
Committee was to supervise the election of faculty members to the 
University Tenure Appeals Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. BODE, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE SENATE ELECTION 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-83-11-D2), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Additional Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


With respect to the undergraduate curriculum changes in Arts and Science, 
Senate was advised that the proposed History C397 course, (page 3, 
document US-83-11-D3), has been withdrawn. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from UCCC on the 
proposed Communication Studies C478, (item II, pages 1 and 2, document 
US-83-11-D3). He drew Senate's attention to the UCCC recommendation 
that the course be approved for implementation in 1984/85, provided that: a) 
the Department of Communication Studies consider the addition of CMUS 
C310 as an alternative pre-requisite; b) the phrase "via analog signals 
controllable by a digital computer" be removed from the course description; 
c) the course be brought forward for review if at a future point there is 
expansion of activities in the computer field, (item 11. 1. 5., a), b), and c), 
page 2, document US-83-11-D3. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW,,SECONDED BY MR. 
CARTER, TRAT THE PROPOSED COMMUNICATION STUDIES 
C478, BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS LISTED 
UNDER ITEM 11.1.5., page 2, DOCUMENT US-83-11-D3. 


The rationale for and the mode and extent of digital computer involvement in 
the proposed course, were explained. Concern was also voiced over the 
provision that consideration be given to the addition of CHUS C310 as an 
alternative pre-requisite, it being argued that a decision as to which students 
should be allowed into the course, should not be taken at the level of Senate; 
and that Senate should either approve the course as originally proposed, 

1.e., without provisions, or returned to the Department for further 
consideration. 


It was explained that the proviso concerning CMUS C310, was simply a 
request that the Department consider the possibility of adding that course as 
an alternative pre-requisite, i.e., it would be left up to the Department to 
consider whether or not that should be done. 


With respect to item 1.5.b)., page 2, document US-83-11-D3, it was 
argued that on the basis of the earlier clarification on the mode and extent of 
digital computer involvement in the course, the phrase in question was in 
fact quite appropriate to the course description; that the fact that the signals 
are controllable by a digital computer, has been established as being 
accurate; that the phrase does not imply that the students were engaged in 
programming operations; and that item 1.5.b)., should be removed as a 
proviso to the motion on the floor. 


The mover of the motion stated that the inclusion of proviso 1.5.b),was a 
decision of the Curriculum Coordinating Committee, and as such, he did 
not feel that he was in a position to override that decision by deleting the 
proviso from the motion; that notwithstanding the clarification that has been 
given vis-a-vis the use of the digital computer, removal of the phrase in 
question would not appear to have any vital effect on how the course was 
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given and moreover removal of the phrase from the course description 
might well avoid possible misunderstanding as to the nature of the course; 
and that it was the feeling of the members of UCCC that the phrase itself 
tended to imply that something was going on that was either not going on or 
was different from what was actually going on. 


Senate was advised that the Department of Communication Studies would 
be willing to accept provision a), in item 1.5., page 2, document 
US-83-11-D3, on the understanding that no reference to CMUS C310 as a 
pre-requisite to COMS C478 would be included in the course description in 
the Calendar until the matter has been considered and decided upon by the 
Department. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED 
BY DEAN TADDEO, THAT PROVISO B), ITEM 1.5., PAGE-2, 
DOCUMENT US-83-11-D3, BE DELETED. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the UCCC Report concerning the 
proposed Communication Studies Courses, COMS C355 and COMS C356, 
(item 11, 2., pages 2 and 3, document US-83-11-D3). He advised that the 
recommendation from UCCC was that the proposal not be implemented for 
1984/85, but that the Faculty of Arts and Science be requested to waive, for 
1984/85, their regulation that topics offered under slot numbers not be given 
more than three times consecutively; and that in the course of the present 
year, the proposal should be reviewed as the response to the computer 
literacy issue is developed. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT UCCC RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE 
PROPOSED COMMUNICATION STUDIES COURSE COMS C355 AND 
COMS C356, (ITEM 11, 2.5., PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-83-11-D3), BE 
ADOPTED. 


A detailed explanation of the proposed courses was given, including the 
teaching method, the scope, the aims and objectives of the courses, and the 
limited equipment involved. 


During the lengthy discussion that ensued, it was argued that Senate, at its 
last meeting, adopted a recommendation from UCCC that a proposed 
computer graphics course in Engineering and Computer Science be put in 
abeyance, pending completion of an overall assessment, through a 
Faculty-wide coordinated effort, of the computer equipment needs of the 
Faculty vis-a-vis the upgrading of all curricula in the Faculty; and that what 
UCCC was asking was simply that the course be offered as a slot course for 
one more year, while the Faculty of Arts and Science was developing some 
kind of a plan for its students as to how computers were going to be 
integrated to some extent in its programmes. 


It was argued that a comparison between the Engineering computer graphics 
course and the decision taken with respect to that, and the proposal now 
being considered by Senate, was not valid because what was at issue with 
respect to the first was the difficulty that Senators had in determining the 
actual costs of the proposal where statements on the resource implications 
ranged from 150 to 500 thousand dollars, whereas the additional resource 
implications for proposed Communication Studies courses were zero, 1.e., 
no additional resources were involved or required in the least; that the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, in considering these proposals, has not blindly 
overlooked the possible overlap with other offerings vis-a-vis computer 
literacy, as evidenced by the withdrawal of the proposed History C397 
course, which, on reflection could be considered to be very such in the 
nature of a computer literacy course and the Faculty was quite prepared to 
take a second look at that during the course of the coming year, in 
attempting to determine what kinds of curricular approaches make the Most 
sense in this area; that the proposed Communication Studies courses were 
not, in fact, computer literacy courses, but rather they were Communication 
Studies courses, they were specific applications to that discipline and that 
Department, and they require students to be thoroughly involved in the 
programmes of that Department; and that given the fact these two courses 
have been proposed by the Department, they have been approved by the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council and the Computer Science Sub- 
Committee, they involve no additional resources, and they do not bear on 
computer literacy in the way in which the Faculty was most likely to 
approach that issue, they should be approved by Senate as regular courses 
and be added to the 1984/85 Calendar. 


It was argued again that the UCCC recommendation would in fact allow the 
two Communication Studies courses, which have been offered as slot 
courses for the past three years, to continue to be offered in 1984/85; that 
the whole question of computer literacy and the needs of the University as a 
whole vis-a-vis computer facilities, would provide an opportunity for input 
from the Communications Studies Department as to what additional 
computer facilities might be required by the Department, which issue should 
be resolved before any changes are made to the slot courses now being 
offered; that there should have been no confusion in the minds Of Senators 
at the last meeting concerning the cost figures for the proposed computer 
graphics course, which were stated as being in the 150 to 200 thousand 
dollar range; that one had not been opposed to the idea of delaying the 
implementation of the computer graphics course until the assessment of the 
overall computer needs of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 
had been completed; that there was a distinct difference between the 
proposed computer graphics course and the Communication Studies 
courses, in that in the first case the course was not going to be offered, 
whereas, in the latter case, the recommendation was that the courses should 
continue to be offered as slot courses; and that rather than continuing to 
make piecemeal decisions, we should be properly planning with respect to 
the facilities we need, not just in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science, the Faculty of Arts and Science, the Faculty of Fine arts, etc., but 
for the whole Institution. 


It was stated that it was extremely important to the Department of 
Communication Studies to begin to regularize the offering of the course in 
question; that continuing to offer this as a slot course would not allow the 
Department to deal with the problems of continuity in developing the course 
for the future; that the Department was certainly in favour of rationalizing 
the use of computers in the University; that nothing that has been said was 
intended to imply in the least that the Department did not want to see a 
rational policy established vis-a-vis the use of computers in the University; 
that the Department was not asking for any additional resources, that the 
course has been offered for the past three years as a slot course, and the 
Department would now like to be able to regularize it in the Calendar, 1.e., 
to maintain what it already has in a more regular fashion; and that the motion 
on the floor should be amended to read simply that "The Committee 
recommends to Senate that the proposal be implemented for 1984/85". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GILSDORF, SECONDED 
BY PROF. DRYSDALE, THAT THE WORD NOT IN THE FIRST LINE 
IN THE MOTION BE DELETED, THAT A PERIOD BE INSERTED 
AFTER 1984/85, AND THAT THE REMAINDER OF THE MOTION BE 
DELETED. 


It was stated that the above amendment was that Senate change the 
recommendation from UCCC, which, it was argued, was not in order, 
because while Senate may accept or defeat the UCCC recommendation, by 
changing the wording of the recommendation we would in effect be telling 
UCCC that it has in fact recommended something else. It was also argued 
that the amendment was directly contrary to the motion on the floor, and 
consequently it was not in order. It was suggested procedurally that Senate, 
if it wished to do so, should defeat the motion on the floor, which could 
then be followed by another motion along the lines proposed by the 
amendment. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS WITHDRAWN ON THE UNDERSTANDING 
THAT IF THE MOTION ON THE FLOOR IS DEFEATED, THE 
PROCEDURE SUGGESTED ABOVE, WOULD BE FOLLOWED. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that by its very nature, some 
familiarity with computer applications in the field of communication studies 
was integral to providing any kind of decent training in that discipline, 
which far exceeds the more minimalist concerns of computer literacy as they 
might effect Arts and Science students in general; that the necessary 
equipment already exists for the course in question and further 
rationalization one way or the other of computer needs in the University in 
general, was not going to demand that the equipment used in this course be 
sold, in order to buy into some other more rational University-wide 
computer system; and that there seemed to be general agreement that the 
course was worth giving, it has in fact been given, there were no further 
budgetary implications and there was no justification in asking the 
Department to postpone the implementation of this course as part of its 
regular offerings. 
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Issues, comments, concerns, etc., which were raised and responded to 
during the continued and lengthy discussion, centered on the importance of 
the course in question to the Communication Studies curriculum; and the 
extent to which knowledge and use of computer equipment and/or 
programming was involved in the course. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
Dean Swamy requested that his abstention on the above vote, be recorded. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GILSDORF, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT THE PROPOSED COMS C355 and COMS C356, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was stated that on frequent occasions the question has arisen as to why it 
was necessary to debate issues at Senate which have already been discussed 
in departments, Faculty Councils, etc., in response to which one would ask 
why we have to go through Senate at all and we might just as well have an 
arrangement whereby anything would be automatically approved as soon as 
it has been passed by a Faculty Council. At the same time it was argued that 
as long as there was a Senate, which is the highest academic body in the 
University, the pros and cons of every issue must be discussed and we 
could not take the attitude that simply because something has been passed 
by a department or Faculty Council, it did not have to be discussed at 
Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Change in Name of the Fluid Control Centre 


Dean Swamy advised that at its meeting of September 16, 1983, the 
Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council approved the change in 
name of the Fluid Control Centre to the Centre for Industrial Control, 
(document US-83-11-D4). He explained the rationale for the change in 
name and advised that he was presenting the matter to Senate as an item of 
information, rather than as a motion for approval. 


It was agreed that the name change from Fluid Control Centre to Centre for 
Industrial Control be noted in the minutes. 


Computer Literacy 


The Chairman advised that this matter has been discussed at earlier meetings 
of Senate from a number of angles; that the Steering Committee had asked 
UCCC, through which body the original Report on Computer Literacy had 
reached Senate for discussion, to look at the current state of evolution of the 
thinking on this matter and to suggest some aspects of the issue which 
might be usefully discussed by Senate at this time, without actual decisions 
being taken today; that the feeling of the Steering Committee was that there 
were a number of things underway in Faculty Councils and elsewhere, as 


reported on in the various documents circulated with the Agenda, and that 
the time was not yet ripe to take any further decisions in the area of 
computer literacy, but by the same token, because the question was so 
important and so complex, it should not simply disappear from the Senate 
Agenda for 2 or 3 months while things happen elsewhere; that consequently 
the Steering Committee asked UCCC to suggest some areas where it might 
be useful for an exchange of views to take place at this meeting, in the 
expectation that we would not attempt to make any decisions on these 
matters today; and that the response from UCCC to that request was 
contained in document US-83-11-DIll. He further stated that in the 
conviction that no matter how today's discussion was to be organized, it 
would nevertheless tend to wander, and consequently he did not intend to 
force too-strictly a following of the specific headings listed under item 4., 
page 2., document US-83-11-DIl; but at the same time, he suggested that 
members of Senate should consider the various headings as an indication of 
areas in which there were possible matters to be decided upon. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the Report from UCCC and explained the 
suggested areas for possible debate which were listed under item 4., page 2, 
document US-83-11-Dll. He specifically drew Senate's attention to item 5., 
page 2, document US-83-11-DIl, whereby UCCC was dissociating itself 
from any involvement in the proposed programme. 


During the initial discussion, it was stated that during a radio talk show 
interview this morning, the Provincial Minister of Science and Technology 
had confirmed that the Quebec Government was in the process of pouring 
massive sums of money into the elementary, secondary, and CEGEP levels, 
vis-a-vis introductory computer courses; that there would be ample 
opportunity, through evening courses at high schools and CEGEPs, for 
adult learners to acquire basic knowledge in computer literacy; and that the 
expectation was that universities would base whatever they do in this area 
on the assumption that students entering a university have already acquired 
some basic computer knowledge. 


Reactions from the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council, 
(document US-83-11-D7), and the Fine Arts Faculty Council, (document 
US-83-11-D9, as corrected by the insertion of the phrase "and Film 
Animation" after Archaeology in the lst paragraph), were presented and 
explained. 


During continued discussion it was argued that given that almost every 
department in the University was going to be heavily involved in computers 
within the next few years, whatever decisions were to be taken vis-a-vis 
computer literacy, would have to be planned on a University-wide basis; 
that priorities have to be established on a University-wide basis; that the 
purchasing of equipment dedicated to elementary first level computer 
literacy, the cost of which was insignificant, should be placed, if at all, at 
the bottom of any priority list; and that while it might indeed be necessary to 
provide some instructional assistance in the area of computer literacy to our 
adult student population over the next few years, nonetheless this did not 
imply that we should purchase a whole network of IBM-PCs, for example, 


to be dedicated to computer literacy, which would represent an 
underutilization of a very powerful machine. 


The following issues or topics were suggested for possible consideration in 
future Senate discussions on computer literacy, in addition to those already 
suggested by UCCC, (item 4., page 2, document US-83-11-DIll): a 
definition of computer literacy at the university level; the degree to which 
computer literacy, in terms of equipment, can be handled on a cyber versus 
an expanded centralized computing system within the University; and the 
question of dedicating a lot of time on the part of instructors to the teaching 
of computer literacy, versus self-teaching on a cyber. 


It was pointed out that the question of a definition of computer literacy had 
been addressed, if not definitively resolved, in the Report from the 
Computer Science Sub-Committee, (document US-83-8-DIl), tabled at 
Senate in May, 1983, and it was suggested that the Report be made 
available at least to new members of Senate as background documentation 
for future Senate discussion on the matter. 


The feeling was expressed that the whole debate on computer literacy could 
be summarized by earlier comments made during the discussion on the 
proposed Communication Studies courses vis-a-vis computer 
programming, to the effect that children could learn it, the course instructor 
did not have to teach the students anything about programming because they 
teach themselves, and that the hard part was to get the students to think for 
themselves; and that this position was reinforced by practices in computer 
learning centres in California where customers were gaining hands-on 
training and learning on how to use the Apple IT and the IBM-PC, while 
watching a video tape presentation. It was also argued that the University, 
until it has clearly defined what is meant by computer literacy, what that 
means to the different Faculties, and it knows-what the students were going 
to' get at the high school and CEGEP levels, should not give a priority to 
that by spending what little money we have, only to discover that by so 
doing, we cannot give a priority to those areas in the University where this 
was a bread and butter issue, e.g., in Science, in certain aspects of Fine 
Arts and Arts and Science, in Engineering, and more specifically in 
Computer Science; that we must keep in mind that we might be getting 
students over the next 4 or 5 years who have used computers so much in the 
high schools and CEGEPs, that they will be absolutely shocked at the 
computer facilities in this University; and that the University must gear itself 
to what it ought to do, vis-a-vis computer facilities, centralized systems, 
etc., bearing in mind that in another 3 or 4 years the computer literacy 
problem will no longer exist at the level that we were now talking about, but 
it would exist at a different level. 


It was stated that during Senate discussions on literacy in the English 
language, there was an assumption that all faculty members were literate, 
and in discussing computer literacy we were going to have to tackle the 
question as to what level of computer literacy the University would want 
from its faculty members, before imposing that on its students. 
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Finally, it was stated that no matter how successful we might be with 
respect to finding the proper path vis-a-vis computer literacy, without 
wasting money, the fact of the matter was that huge sums of money were 
going to be needed; that the various planning committees in the University, 
including the Board of Governors, etc., must begin immediately to look into 
the question of money that will be required and should even now be actively 
seeking external sources of funding; that the University was obliged to lead 
the way in civilization, rather than vice-versa; that in the area of computer 
literacy, one had the feeling that everyone was ahead of us and that we did 
not really have the right to proclaim ourselves a teaching institution, if 
everyone knows more about computer literacy than we do; and that the 
question of finding the necessary money, had to be a priority in some 
appropriate forum in the University. 


Administrative Reorganization 


The Chairman drew Senate's attention to document US-83-11-D8 which, he 
stated, provides information as to the point of view of the Steering 
Committee on the three separate aspects of administrative reorganization 
which were designated under Item XI on the Agenda and which he had 
described to Senate a month ago. With respect to Graduate Studies and 
Research, he explained that the Steering Committee has pointed out that this 
topic either was or would be discussed in a number of places within the 
University and that Senate should not be expecting to take any definitive 
positions quite yet but that it would be useful to have some initial exchange 
of views on the matter at this meeting. Concerning the question of a single 
dean for Arts and Science, he explained that the Steering Committee has 
pointed out that the Arts and Science Faculty Council was currently 
discussing the question of organization below the level of dean, and the 
Steering Committee has recommended that Senate wait and see what 
structures within Arts and Science were going to be proposed, before 
discussing this topic. Finally, with respect to the Vice-Rectors, the Steering 
Committee has pointed out that the decision to establish a single position of 
Vice-Rector, Academic, was in fact taken some four years ago, that this was 
picked up in the Fahey Report and subsequently discussed in various places 
in the University, and the Committee has concluded that there is no real 
justification for opening debate at Senate on that specific issue at this point. 
The Chairman proposed that the Senate discussion on the three items should 
begin, taking them in the order in which they appear on the Agenda. 


Concerning Graduate Studies and Research, Senate's attention was drawn 
to document US-83-11-D1O from the Board of Graduate Studies, advising 
that the Board has appointed a Task Force on this question, which will be 

soliciting views, etc., and would be making comments in due course. 


It was stated that although the question of the reorganization of Graduate 
Studies and Research was probably going to be and should be considered 
by all Faculty Councils, the Board of Graduate Studies and eventually by 
Senate itself, nonetheless it might be wise to have a brief discussion on this 
topic at today's meeting in order to perhaps establish what we are talking 
about, 1.e., we should attempt to define the terms; that the University many 


years ago decided that Graduate Studies and Research was essentially a 
Faculty matter, in the sense that the resources for carrying out research, 1.e., 
the resources for the determination as to who could guide graduate students 
at the Master's and doctoral levels were Faculty level types of decisions, 
which was reflected in the decision at that time to establish a Board of 
Graduate Studies as opposed to a Faculty of Graduate Studies; that one 
personally assumed that there was not going to be any change with respect 
to that, i1.e., that we were not going to question that particular decision that 
was made some nine years ago and start that whole process all over again; 
that one also assumed that the role of the Dean of Graduate Studies would 
not be changed, i.e., that the Dean would remain as Chairman of the Board 
of Graduate Studies which has ultimate academic responsibilities for 
ensuring that recommendations are made to Senate with regard to the 
granting of degrees, graduate curriculum changes, etc., and that the Board 
would continue to set general policies with respect to the structures of 
graduate programmes to ensure that certain norms were maintained, that 
uniform standards were applied across the University with respect to the 
way in which thesis defences were conducted etc.; that other primary 
functions of the Dean of Graduate Studies included looking after graduate 
admissions, maintaining of records, and handling student affairs, i.e., 
ensuring that disputes involving students, which arise from time to time, 
were properly handled; that there were also certain other Registrar type 
functions carried out by the Graduate Studies Office, parts of which, on the 
basis of efficiency, might be moved to the Registrar's area, but this was 
basically an organizational matter which was probably best left for 
discussion by the relevant administrators; that on the assumption that there 
was not going to be a major change with respect to the role of the Dean of 
Graduate Studies, the question consequently centers on the position of 
Associate Vice-Rector, Research; that that position was established many 
years ago in response to the need for outside representation on behalf of the 
University by someone carrying a title with regard to research; that there 
were many ways in which this could be handled, e.g., the Vice-Rector, 
Academic could also be a Vice-Rector, Research and in which role the 
individual could represent the University outside, where it is required that 
someone at a Vice-Rectoral level do so; that the position of Associate 
Vice-Rector, Research, was created at a time when there was a single 
Vice-Rector, Academic, probably because at that time the work load of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, was heavy enough to require a staff appointment to 
represent the Vice-Rector, Academic, outside the University; and that the 
proposal that was put to the Board of Governors, which one personally 
disagreed with, was that the two positions be merged, i.e., that the Dean of 
Graduate Studies also carry the title of Associate Vice-Rector, Research. 


It was stated that the motion from the Arts and Science Faculty Council to 
the effect that the responsibility for Graduate Studies be given to the 
Academic Deans and that University wide responsibility for research be 
assigned to the Vice-Rector, Academic, was based, at least in part, on the 
fact that all work relating to graduate student files, from admission to 
completion of a degree, Was presently being handled in the departments, 
was being done again in the Office of the Dean of Graduate Studies, and 
again in the Registrar's Office, i.e., there was duplication and triplication of 


effort, which the University, resource-wise could not afford. It was further 
stated that there was also the question as to whether a university must have 
somebody called Dean of Graduate Studies; that while one would agree that 
a university must have some kind of central authority vis-a-vis programme 
controls, etc., but even there, given the fact that all graduate level 
curriculum proposals must be vetted through the Faculty Council, the Board 
of Graduate Studies, and Senate, one would wonder whether the Board of 
Graduate Studies aspect of that was really necessary; that the Deans of the 
Faculties control the resources and to the extent that the quality of graduate 
programmes was dependent on resources, it was the Dean of the Faculty, 
rather than the Dean of Graduate Studies, who had to provide the money to 
run the programmes; that on the other hand, the Dean of Graduate Studies 
initiates the programme evaluation every 5 years, whether the programme 
was running well or not, and then makes recommendations which then 
require the Department Chairman to approach the Dean of the Faculty for the 
necessary resources to make those recommendations work; and that we 
should be able to come up with a more simple and efficient procedure and 
one that would make better use of resources. 


During continued discussion it was stated that there was a whole litany of 
functions which department chairmen and departmental secretaries must 
bear with regards to the day to day running of graduate programmes; that if 
there was some duplication to be eliminated, one would much prefer to see 
some of those functions bumped up somewhere else in the University, 
rather than occupying the time of a departmental secretary and the time of 
other members of the department; that basic record keeping with regard to 
courses, verification that requirements have been met, etc., should be done 
efficiently somewhere other than in the department, and that those functions 
should be handed over to the people who were already doing that for the 
rest of the University, i.e., the Registrar's Office. 


It was stated that one agreed that there were certain organizational aspects to 
the question that had to be discussed, nonetheless, it was argued that it was 
absolutely necessary to have someone in the University called the Dean of 
Graduate Studies, 1.e., that that position must exist; that, with the exception 
of some very small schools, there was no university on this continent that 
one was aware of that offers graduate programmes, that did not have 
someone called the Dean of Graduate Studies, i.e., that did not have an 
individual that outside agencies or organizations could communicate with; 
that notwithstanding the fact that most of the work was being handled at the 
Faculty and departmental level, there has to be some kind of coordination at 
the university level, beyond the role of curriculum coordination such as was 
carried out by UCCC, including the running of Ph.D. examinations; that we 
should not have an Associate Vice-Rector, Research, but rather we should 
have a Vice-Rector, Research; that the positions of Vice-Rector, Research 
and Dean of Graduate Studies could, in fact, be combined; that it was 
essential to have a Vice-Rector, Research, i.e., it was essential to have an 
individual who can go outside the University to argue for, to lobby for, and 
to obtain the large sums of research money required; that one example was 
the list of universities in the latest AUCC bulletin, which have obtained 
massive sums of money from industry for computer equipment 


installations, which undoubtedly was a result of having people at the very 
highest levels in those institutions going out and contacting industry; that 
both levels of government were becoming much more specific in terms of 
how they want the university system to develop vis-a-vis research, which 
will require someone with the authority of a vice-rector, to speak on behalf 
of the University; that even within our own organization, there was a need 
to have someone in the Rector's Cabinet who could speak clearly and 
unequivocally about the research needs, including space, of the University; 
that this function could not be assumed by the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
which, with the merging of the two positions of Vice-Rector, Academic, 
into a single position, will be a full-time job and one that will require that the 
individual be available to meet with the Faculty Deans on a regular basis, to 
plan the development of programmes within the University. 


In response to a question concerning an organizational chart, the Chairman 
advised that there were organization charts which were probably vastly 
more detailed than what was being asked for, and a Judicious choice could 
probably be made from amongst those existing charts and circulated to 
Senators. 


It was stated that Agenda Items XII, a) and b), were related in the sense that 
how one would want to relate to the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, with respect to the Dean's role in graduate studies, would depend 
largely on what structure was going to exist within Arts and Science; that 
the question as to whether or not we have a Dean of Graduate Studies, 
whether separate or not from the Research Office, bears largely on the 
question of whether the registrarial functions were going to continue to be 
handled outside of the Registrar's Office; i.e., who was going to be 
overseeing those functions, and also on the question as to whether we were 
going to have a Board of Graduate Studies at all and who was going to chair 
that; and that one was personally in favour of a strong independent advocate 
for both research and graduate studies in every which shape or form, but at 
the same time, one was not sure that we needed to have the Office of 
Graduate Studies as presently constituted, nor a Board of Graduate Studies, 
which meetings in fact were the shortest meetings of any body in the 
University. 


It was argued that no matter what we do with respect to reorganization, it 
was very Important that research gains prominence at this University; that 
we have become more and more active in research; that one would hope that 
that trend would continue; that all of the debates at Senate last year, alluded 
to the importance of research for the future development of Concordia; that 
Graduate Studies was intimately, but not totally, related to research; that 
what was being proposed by Arts and Science, in a way, was to make it 
less visible, in the sense that we would have fewer people speaking on the 
importance of research in graduate training; that what was being proposed 
was that the position of Dean of Graduate Studies be merged with the 
position of Associate Vice-Rector, Research, 1.e., that we would end up 
with one person as opposed to two; that one of the positions was a staff 
appointment and the other was a line appointment; that the proposal would 
result in the distinction between the staff appointment and the line 


appointment becoming blurred, unless this was clearly spelled out, 1.e., 
there has been no discussion so far as to whether the new position would be 
a staff or a line appointment; and that it was very important for the future of 
the University, that someone at the level of Vice-Rector, carry the title of 
Research, and perhaps also carry with that responsibility, the responsibility 
for the Library. 


It was stated that one issue that ought to be considered, was the whole 
question of the computer facilities in the University and the Computer 
Centre; that the role of the Computer Centre with respect to the academic 
side, should be looked at again very carefully; that the time has come to look 
into the question as to how the Computer Centre was serving the academic 
side, as opposed to the administrative side of the University; that if we were 
going to develop the academic side of computer services, it was going to 
become more and more important vis-a-vis input to the Director of the 
Computer Centre regarding the kinds of facilities that we were going to 
need, the problems that we have, the development that we were planning, 
etc.; that we should also look into the question as to how the academic 
support was going to be given, the advantages and disadvantages f splitting 
the computer services-and what part of that should be under the 
Vice-Rector, Research. 


It was stated that one was in agreement with the sentiments which were 
being expressed, but at the same time one was not so sure that the 
establishment of the position of Vice-Rector, Research, would be the ideal 
solution; that in the same way that a lot of members have felt that having 
two Vice-Rectors, Academic, has not been beneficial in the long run to the 
academic well being of the University, we could run into the same situation 
if we had a Vice-Rector, Academic and a Vice-Rector, Research; that 
research was a vital function of Vice-Rector, Academic and a vital element 
vis-a-vis the responsibilities of those engaged in the University as 
academics; that to divide the responsibility for research and academic 
development, at the Vice-Rectorate level, would lead to conflicts which 
essentially deal with the academic sector of the University; that although 
there ought to be input from the academic sector into the development of the 
Computer Centre with respect to the question as to how it can best serve the 
academic interests of the University, we have to have, first and foremost, 
the academic sector speaking with one voice; and that by having a 
Vice-Rector, Academic and a Vice-Rector, Research, we might well find 
ourselves in the same dichotomy that existed by having two Vice-Rectors, 
Academic. 


It was argued that it was not necessarily good or healthy to operate under an 
organizational principle whereby we should always seek to have the 
academic sector of the University always speak with one voice; that a certain 
degree of constructive tension between individuals who have been given the 
job of defending different interests within the University, was a good thing; 
that a certain degree of tension was creative and, on the whole, would spark 
valuable things happening; and that this would hold true with respect to 
having a Vice-Rector, Academic and a Vice-Rector, Research, as much as it 


would hold true in terms of questions of the organization of Faculties, 
including the organization of the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


It was stated that the position of Associate Vice-Rector, Research, has 
probably not been as successful as the University would have liked. At the 
same time, the feeling was expressed that the realm of research was really a 
unit prerogative, particularly within each Faculty and it was suggested that 
Senate should consider the establishment of either an Assistant or Associate 
Dean position in each Faculty, who would be responsible for research 
where research actually begins, as opposed to having an over-ruling body at 
an administrative level, which in many cases would be very limiting with 
respect to many things which were certain to be generated and created at the 
Faculty level. 


It was stated that one was in favour of the idea that there should be a 
Vice-Rector, Research, it being argued that it was essential that 
departments, particularly those which were heavily research oriented, have 
the support of and be represented by someone in a line position who was 
visible and capable of making decisions; that the feeling during the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council discussion on the question of the position of 
Associate- Vice-Rector, Research, was that the research portfolio should be 
given to a Vice-Rector, along with the responsibility for the Library, the 
Computer Centre, and Graduate Studies; that research could certainly be 
developed, and it needed to be developed at the grass roots level, i.e., at the 
departmental level; and that at this point in time those areas in the University 
that were in the big league, research wise, required a Vice-Rector, 
Research. 


The feeling was expressed that the priorities and concerns of undergraduate 
and graduate studies were sufficiently different so as to Justify maintaining 
the Board of Graduate Studies; and that if there was significant duplication 
and triplication of effort between the Division of Graduate Studies, the 
Registrar's Office, and departmental offices, that should certainly be looked 
into, but, that that in itself did not Justify the abolition of the Board of 
Graduate Studies. 


With respect to the question as to whether or not the Board of Graduate 
Studies should be maintained, it was stated that one agreed that there was a 
lot of duplication of effort and that a lot of what was going on at the Board 
of Graduate Studies could undoubtedly be done at the Faculty Council level, 
including scrutinizing graduate curriculum, etc.; that with respect to the 
question of the position of Vice-Rector, Research, the basic assumption that 
one would make, was that while research must be developed at the grass 
roots level, the overall responsibility for research must remain at the Faculty 
level; that one might agree that the responsibility for the Library, the 
academic part of the Computer Centre operation, etc., should be given to a 
Vice-Rector, Research, but at the same time, if we decide to give that 
Vice-Rector a vast internal portfolio, we would be negating the very reason 
for creating a position of Vice-Rector, Research, i.e., that that individual 
must be outward looking and must spend more time looking outside than 
inside the University; and that if we decide to establish such a position, the 


"line authority" in terms of the number of units reporting to that individual, 
must be kept to an absolute minimum. 


During continued discussion it was stated that in suggesting that we should 
have a Vice-Rector, Research, one was not implying that everything relating 
to research was going to be taken away from the Faculties and given to that 
individual; rather, what one was proposing was that there had to be some 
level of coordination, some level of outward looking on behalf of the 
University, some level of priority setting with respect to how research space 
was going to be divided up, etc., all of which needed to be done at the level 
of Vice-Rector; that it has also been suggested that all of this should be done 
by one person, 1.e., that there should be one Vice-Rector, Academic, and 
that person should also look after research; that the need to have a single 
Vice-Rector, Academic, in the University, was paramount, and one could 
only applaud the fact that that decision has now been made; that having two 
Vice-Rectors, Academic, in the University has proven to be very divisive 
and has denied the Deans the opportunity, except on rare occasions, to meet 
as a group, which has not been conducive to academic planning for the 
University as a whole; that having the Deans report to 2 or 3 Vice-Rectors 
for different aspects of their portfolio, i.e., having a Vice-Rector, Academic 
and a Vice-Rector, Research, would not interfere with the process of 
coordination because while they would be reporting to one Vice-Rector on 
one set of issues and to another Vice-Rector on other set of issues, they 
would in fact be reporting as a group; that it was essential that the 
University become more visible vis-a-vis research and it was essential that 
there be an individual who can act as a liaison and contact person for outside 
companies that might be considering donating research equipment, 
including computers, etc. to the University; and that the reason for 
suggesting that the Vice-Rector, Research should also be responsible for the 
Library, was because of the fact that for individuals in many areas of the 
University, the development of the Library was essential to their ability to 
conduct research in any kind of meaningful way, and that somewhere in the 
University there has to be someone with line authority who can make 
decisions vis-a-vis the future development of the Library, as it relates to the 
academic development of this University. 


It was argued that given the fact that Concordia was becoming a big league 
University vis-a-vis research, there was enough work to be done to warrant 
two positions, 1.e., a Dean of Graduate Studies and a Vice-Rector, 
Research; that the outside person should be the Vice-Rector in charge of 
research and that the inside person, who has to look after student 
programmes, curriculum coordinating, crossings between Faculties, 
interchanges between departments, etc., has to be the Dean of Graduate 
Studies; and that considering the fact that we were operating under a 7 
million dollar research budget, that we have graduate students who were 
doing the research in that 7 million dollar proposition, that we were 
operating across 4 Faculties with 700 professors, there was enough work to 
watrant having two people, i.e., a Dean of Graduate Studies and a 
Vice-Rector, Research. 


The feeling was expressed that having a Vice-Rector, Research was a very 
attractive idea and one that should be explored further. In addition, 
establishing the position of Vice-Rector, Research would send the right 
message both to those faculty members who were actively doing research 
and to the outside community, vis-a-vis Concordia's interests. However, 
with respect to the position of Dean of Graduate Studies, it was stated that 
one believed that the Faculties could themselves handle the day to day 
matters with respect to graduate studies, 1.e., that we did not need to have a 
Dean of Graduate Studies; that one of the reasons that the position has not 
been able to do some of the things that we had hoped, was because of the 
fact that the position was on the same level as that of the Deans of the 
Faculties and Divisions; that we should investigate the idea of having a 
Vice-Rector, Research and Graduate Studies, which person could perform 
certain tasks that we could not really expect of the Vice-Rector, Academic; 
that while one might agree in theory that it would be preferable to have the 
job performed by the same individual, 1.e., the Vice-Rector, Academic, but 
at the same time, the feeling was expressed that we were now getting to the 
point where the job would be just too great, thus making it necessary for the 
Vice-Rector, Academic to appoint an Associate Vice-Rector, Research, i.e., 
we would be back to the point from which we started, but by a long 
circuituous route; and that again one would find the notion of a Vice-Rector, 
Research, to be very interesting, for both internal and external reasons, but 
by the same token, some of the Faculties, and certainly the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, seemed to be leaning in the direction of breaking down the 
Dean of Graduate Studies Office, kicking upstairs those functions that 
should be at the Vice-Rectoral level and kicking downstairs those functions 
that were more mundane. It was further stated that it was obvious from the 
comments that have been made, there were many Senators who feel that this 
issue warranted further discussion, but at the same time, it was not as yet 
clear in one's mind, as to what use this discussion was, particularly in terms 
of the Board of Governors and its decisions. 


The Chairman advised that the only decision that the Board of Governors 
has as yet taken that comes anywhere near to what was being talked about at 
this meeting, was that there will be one Vice-Rector, Academic; that the 
Board was in no particular hurry to act in the area of Dean of Graduate 
Studies and Associate Vice-Rector, Research; that the Board has extended 
the term of office of the current Dean of Graduate Studies by one year, in 
order to keep the status quo in being, long enough for there to be a 
discussion as to what might be desirable; and that likewise, the Board was 
not taking action with respect to filling current vacant position of Associate 
Vice-Rector, Research, and, in the interim, Dr. Daniel was handling that 
function, which was a staff rather than a line position. Consequently, what 
was being talked about at this meeting, was in fact, at the moment, a wide 
open area; and the Board was waiting to hear what the reactions are from the 
University community in general, and will take the question up whenever 
such reactions materialize. 


It was wondered, based on one's experience over the years, whether it was 
likely that we were going to come up with a resolution by debating this 
issue today or in subsequent Senate meetings, that would have the Senate's 


support, without some additional effort either by the Steering Committee or 
by some other body designated by Senate. In other words, perhaps we 
should contemplate asking a small group of Senators or the Steering 
Committee itself to take the responses that come forward today and come 
back with a recommendation that Senate could either accept or not accept. 


In response to the above, the Chairman explained that the Steering 
Committee's expectation was that there would be the kind of discussion that 
has occurred today, which he felt has been excellent in the sense that it has 
laid out a number of things which were perhaps less clear previously, than 
what they have now become. In addition, at the present moment, Steering 
Committee was essentially waiting for discussions of this kind to take place 
in the Faculty Councils, the Board of Graduate Studies, etc.; that if Senate 
wished to create an ad hoc committee to keep a watching brief and ultimately 
come up with a document, it could certainly do so; and that if that did not 
occur, the Steering Committee would undoubtedly keep that watching brief 
and ensure that Senate was informed as to what happens and that something 
was brought forward. 


The Chairman expressed the feeling that one of the significant things that 
has been said at this meeting, pointed in the direction of appointing a 
Vice-Rector, Research, with whatever the specific responsibilities are to be; 
and that that was a very significant thing to be discussed and for reactions to 
take place. He further stated that while this was obviously a possible thing 
to do, it nonetheless goes against the trend which over the past two years 
has been to minimize the number of positions at the Vice-Rectoral level, 
mainly for budgetary reasons; that a Vice-Rector, Research, could be 
appointed if it were deemed wise to do so, which would mean the creation 
of one additional Vice-Rectorate, which was perfectly possible; but that 
given the budgetary context within which all of these things take place, it 
would be important for Senate, if it so recommended, to have a clear 
recognition that the matter seems to be important enough to be 
recommending that addition to the administrative structure of the University; 
and that while such a move might be considered simply as the replacement 
of an Associate Vice-Rector, Research by a Vice-Rector, Research, it must 
be kept in mind that since the Associate Vice-Rector, Research has 
essentially been a half-time position, this would obviously represent a fairly 
substantial upgrading of that post. 


It was argued that when we look into the history of Concordia in terms of 
Loyola and Sir George Williams, it is obvious that research has been 
relatively new at this Institution; that there has been great progress, and in 
certain sectors of the University, tremendous progress, over the last 10 or 
12 years, vis-a-vis research; that perhaps because we have been in the little 
league over the past years vis-a-vis research, there has been no need for a 
separate position identified as such; that, as has been pointed out, some of 
the departments and sectors were now in the major league, where it was 
essential to have a good coach; that an Associate Dean, Research, could 
only accomplish so much in terms of pushing research within a particular 
Faculty; that in terms of maintaining contact with industry, finding out what 
was available at the Provincial and Federal levels and dissemination of that 


information to the right people, selling what we are doing which requires 
time and energy, makes it essential that there be a Vice-Rector, Research- 
and that the positions of Dean of Graduate Studies and Associate 
Vice-Rector, Research, represented a total of 1 and J positions and whether 
it is decided to combine the positions, or to completely remove the position 
of Dean of Graduate Studies and create the position of Vice-Rector, 
Research, the net result in terms of the total number of people holding 
administrative positions would be a decrease from 11 to 1. 


83-11-18 The Chairman drew Senate's attention to the Steering Committee's 
recommendations, (document US-83-11-D8), concerning administrative 
reorganization with respect to Arts and Science and the Vice-Rectors, 
(Agenda Items XI b) and c)). There was no further discussion. 


Next meeting 
83-11-19 It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 


Friday, November 25, 1983, in the Conference Room, Protestant School 
Board of Greater Montreal. 


Adjournment 
83-11-20 The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


